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ABSTRACT 

Learning disabled (LD) {N=16) and non-learning 
disabled (non--LD) (N=16) college students completed the Tennessee 
Self --Concept scale and were compared with regard to various aspects 
of self-concept. Mean scores of LD students were higher than those of 
non-LD subjects on the overall scale and all eight subscales# but 
differences t^tween group means were significant only on the subscale 
measuring ethical-moral self -concept. No other significant 
differences were found between self -concept in LD and non-LD 
subjects. Contains 10 references. (Author/PB) 
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ABSTRACT 

Cdiege students witii learning disai»iities {iM^esent unique concerns to university 
academic arel stii^x^tive sen/ices staffs. While leamino ami counseling needs of 
younger learning disaUed (LD) stiKlents have been stucfied widely, ^e literature on 
adult LD students is rm^ less extensive. Particularly in ttie area of self concept, little 
errpirical researdi exi^ wNch descritses the cdlege LD pqxilation. 

In this stLKty. learning di^it^ed arK:l non-learrNng disatsied students at the Uruversity 
of Wiai^cmsin-Stout were corrpared with regard to various a^xx:te of self coTMMpt. 
Thirty-two students (16 LD and 16 non-LD. matriied in terms of sex, year In school. 
G.P.A., and age) cwnpleted the Tennessee Self Conc^t Scale. Their scores on the 
overall scale, eight subscales. and frie validity scale were analyzed for significant 
differences using the Wllcoxon signed-ranks test for matched pairs. 

Data analysis of ttie TSCS results reveal^ that the LD students scored much like 
their non-LD counterparts on measures of self c<»k^. Mean swes of the LD gro^s 
were higher than those of the non-LD group on the overall sc^le and the eight 
sutjscales, biA ttre differences Ssetween grotqa means were significant only on one 
subtle, tfiat measuring moral-ethical self concept. It was conduded that 
participating LD studente did not exhibit significantly poorer self concept than tiiose of 
non-LD peers. 
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Self Com:^: Learning Disabled Vs. Nc»i-Leaming Disabled 

College Student 



Leaning disabled cdiege students constitute a relatively recent ard poorly 
understood f^rKMnenon. The fad that the learrrfr^ ctisabl^ are attending college in 
sizable ntonbers is attritHitable to the passage of federal legislation on behalf of the 
disabled, to hei^tened piAjlic awareness <^ edtK^ational <^)portunities. and. finally, to 
declining enroHment trends cxjrrently affecting colleges afKl ur^versities. With the 
arrival <rf these stiMiients on can^xis. many questions have arisen at>out a^ropriate 
and eff^:tive po^seccmdary prc^anwrtr^ for the learning disabl^l. Research to date 
has focused largely on the intellm:tual/academic functioning of the students. 
Actelitionally, some stiKlies (Gwdon, 1974; CrcMiin & Gerber. 1982) have alluded to 
concerns regarding the persoial ad|ustment of learning cfisat^ed (LD) adolescents and 
adults. Profesaonals have tyfMcally assigned that sodo-®notional concerns kfentified 
in ottier LD peculations okAmn among LD college shidents as well. 

Evidence from the Weratwe on psydiosodal dwacteristics of learning disabled 
children, adolescents, and adults pointe to the possital'ity of sodal and emotional 
difficulties among LD college stuJente (MangrtBn snd Stridmrt, 1984; Pufriam, 1984). 
This evidence Is drawn largely frc^ dinical arKJ observational reports; supporting 
enf^rksal data is somewhat less dear-ojt (Hutdiinson, 1984; Gc^uch, 1985). A 
primary sodo-emoti<»ial corK^m for tiie leamir^ disaWed as a whole, as well as for 
learning disat^ed cdlege sh^ents. is the area d self com^. De^ite the lad< d a 
large body d sifli^x^ting researdi, counseling programs employing a variety d 
techniques are routinely prescrit>ed and implemented to address tWs concern in the LD 
college sUident pqsdation (Gansdrow and Washington. 1983; Faigel, 1985). 
Nevertheless, ttiere r«nalns a need for more data eitiier to confirm or to refute tiie 
assiffrptions urKieriying these programs. 



ERIC 



4 

1 



Research Metf lod 

The research was a causai-ccmpara^ve stuiy in which self conc^>ts of a san^e of 
LD cdiege students wem conpared with tiiose of a matehed san^e of non4.D college 
students. The ;Hjrpose the ^iKiy was to deternvne vA\e^ er. as has been re^»j 
anecdotally and clinically, ttw two grouijs differ sl^^ficantiy in terms of self corwept. 

Pe^ytoticm of tf^ Pootiatten 

For the piNposes of tNs stiKiy. ieamir^ disabled cdlege stiKients were defined as 
those college stul^its who had been klentified. tvou^ psychoe(&K^tional 
assessment at the iR^ver^ or In ttieir h<»ne ^tool cfisbfcts, as eii^e for public 
^sedal educs^c^ sen^'S. Because such eligibility is based on an abiltty/achlevement 
discrepancy, this research definition krvpkles a sgnificant discrepancy between the LD 
stiKienf s cognitive at^lity arKi ttiat stiKlenf s adual ac^emk: perfcmnance. 

The p<^atoi i»Kler invesfiga^n conprised teaming disat^ed college students 
enrolled at the University of Wisconsin-Stout, a public urtfversity located In western 
WisccMisin. U.W.-Stojt pants b<^ baccalaureate and graduate degress In a variety of 
vocational and ecfejcaticmal fi^: it Is not a liberal arts institution. Support services for 
learning cBsab!«J, academically disadvantaged, and rKjntraditional students are 
nianeroi^. Learning cfisaU^ students have access to texts m tape, ^s^alized 
acadenrric advisanent, coiRiseh'ng. fejtoring, in^xictional modifications, diagnostic 
asses»nent, and stpf^ gratis. Because of the fnaisi*^ acaaemic mission of 
U.W.-Stout arel the variety of st^^XHt services availaWe to learning dlsaWaJ student, 
the pqxitation may not be a typical representation of learning disabled college 
students as a whole. 

Selection of Sut^ 

A fftH^ of 16 learrtng disal^ed college stiKJrnts enrolled at U.W.-Stout constiUrted 
tfie experimental san^e in the study. These subiecte were recruited on a voluntary 
basis through existing support diannels for LD students. Although no atton^ was 
mad« to recnflt equal numbers of males and females, ei^ members of ea<^ sex were 
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a part «rf the ®^>erinn©ntel san^e. The groip indiKled tlvee fresivnen, three 
sq^^Tomwes, friree |i^w>rs, five sertors, and two grac^ate stiKjents. Their point 
averages (G.P.A.'s) on a fotr pdnt scale rar^^ fran 1 .6 to 4.0, with a mean of 2.6. 
Their ages rang^ from 18 to 35 years, with a mean of 23.9 years. 

A contiol groip of 16 non-leamir^ disatried studente was recnjited from the general 
student pt^atiai mA frwn education dasses. Contrd students were matched exactly 
with LD students on the variables cf sex and year in school. They were also matched 
as dosely as pos^t^e in t^ms of Q.P.A. and age. The ccHTfrd G.P.A.'s ranged from 2.0 
to 3.8, with a mean of 2.8, wNle the ages of tfie <x>ntrd groi^ rang^ from 19 to 37 
years, with a mean age of 22.3 years (see TaWe 1). 



f 

TaNe 1: Char«:tBristics of Ssmple 

Matehed S®c Yr. inSchod Age G.PA 



Pair 




LD 


NLD 


LD 


NLD 


LD 


NLD 


LD 


NLC 


1 


F 


F 


1 


1 


18 


19 


2.6 


2.7 


2 


M 


M 


1 


1 


19 


19 


1.7 


2.4 


3 


M 


M 


1 


1 


19 


19 


2.8 


2.5 


4 


F 


F 


2 


2 


34 


19 


2.6 


2.5 


6 


M 


M 


2 


2 


21 


20 


1.6 


2.8 


7 


F 


F 


3 


3 


21 


23 


1.7 


2.0 


8 


M 


M 


3 


3 


24 


21 


3.2 


3.1 


9 


M 


M 


3 


3 


21 


21 


2.8 


2.8 


10 


F 


F 


4 


4 


22 


22 


3.2 


32. 


11 


F 


F 


4 


4 


34 


23 


2.5 


2.4 


12 


M 


M 


4 


4 


26 




9 ft 




13 


M 


M 


4 


4 


22 


23 


2.5 




14 


M 


M 


4 


4 


22 


24 


2.3 


2.5 


16 


F 


F 


&f 


6^ 


24 


23 


3 4 


3 8 


16 


F 


F 


5f 


6+ 


35 


37 


4.0 


3.8 


Mean 










23.9 22.3 


2.6 


2.8 


High 










35 


37 


4.0 


3.8 


Low 










18 


19 


1.6 


2.0 



LD=4.eamjng disaWed stiKient 
NLD=Non-learning disabled sttdent 
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Instrument SbIbc^ 

The Termsssee C<mc^ ^ate (TSCS) was sel^^ b^use it provides 
measures of overall self o(»ic^ as as s^ mic^ relate to s|^c^ areas 
(f^yslcal. ^al, moral-etr^. fantily) and across three mof^alKies (kJentity. self 
satisfai^ion. b^avk^-). The self crt^^ scale senses as a valkfity check for an 
indivkfeial's ^e scores. Widely used In researdi on coflege popi^atlons, the TSCS is 
corT^50sed of 1(K) IteiTis written on a sixth-^Bde level, msOdr^ it e^s^atty atb^<^ve for 
use with leaning cfisatd^^iKtents. The TSCS can t)e aobr^nister^ in both written 
and fmm, generally in atxHA twenty nr^nutes. 

Data Analysis 

Raw scores em ^ t^ scales of the TSCS were corr^ed fa- eac^i <rf the 32 
parti<^ante. Inters^oi^) cBffererKjes for the 32 learning cfisaii^ed and non-learning 
disa^ed stents were exantin^ be con^ring, bo^ desa^vely and Inferentialiy. 
ttie total self ccmtc^ srores, scw^ from the eight siA)^es, and a»res frwn the 
valkftty (self aitid^n) scaiB. Means. starKlard de>^ations, and ranges were ccmputed 
for eadi groi^ «i each of the ten ^^es (Table 2). The mean ^^es of both groi^ on 
the overall self conc^t s^e as well as an most «jt»cales fell somewhat below tfie 
mean of the test nomfi grot^. 
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TafcHe 2: TSCS Means. Standard D^yi ^tions. arol Rartoes 

Mean S.D. 



Scale 


LD 


N«.D 


LD 


NLD 


LD 


NLD 


Total 


339.0 


320.9 


47.1 


42.2 


245-406 


231-371 


Identity 


122.4 


116.6 


16.0 


16.9 


85-146 


87-134 


S.Satis. 


107.1 


1(W.5 


18.1 


15.0 


77-1^ 


77-120 


Behavior 


109.4 


103.8 


15.1 


13.4 


78-133 


79-122 


Physical 


66.5 


62.5 


11.7 


10.5 


40-82 


42-75 


Moral 


70.8 


63.1 


10.0 


10.4 


63-86 


45-78 


Personal 


66.1 


^.5 


10.6 


10.0 


49-82 


48-80 


Family 


^.9 


65.7 


10.9 


9.2 


48-86 


53-81 


Social 


65.8 


65.1 


10.7 


8.9 


45-84 


50-76 


Self Critic. 


34.3 


35.5 


6.1 


6.3 


24-48 


25-46 



D=Leamlng disai:^ed student 
NLD=Non-learrtng disabled stiKient 



Significance <rf intergrcHip dlfferemjes was (xmfiputed for eac*i scale using the 
Wllcoxon matdied-pairs signed-rar^ test, a normrametric test of significance for 
n<r«ndepeiidef^ paired scores where M is ^©ater than 12 tnjt less tfian 25. 
Applicati<Hi <rf ttie Wilcoxon test indicated that intergroi^ differem5es were not 
statistically significant fca- aH but on© (moral-etiifcal self ojncept) of ti^a ^sales (Table 3). 



Table 3: Wilcoxon Values for T SCS Scale Scores 

Slgr^ficance 

TSCS Scale Wi^cm rvalue 2-ta8ed Rvalue atB<.(^ 





-1.5571 


.1148 


No 


Identity 


-1.3961 


.1627 


No 


Self-Sati^action 


-1.0600 


2891 


No 


Behavior 


-1.4220 


.1550 


No 


Physical 


-1.1893 


.2343 


No 


M(^al-Ethical 


-2.0447 


.0409 


Yes 


Personal 


-.^72 


.8203 


No 


Family 


-1.4483 


.1475 


No 


Social 


-.1883 


.8506 


No 


Self Critidan 


-.5947 


.5521 


No 



U\ si^rwnary. the date analysis revealed tiiat the learning disabled college students 
in this sfeidy were rwd^ IHce tiieir non-<fisaW«i peers on most measi^es dl self 
cc»^:ei;^. Differences between the gro^5S were In the direction of more positive self 
amcef^ for tiie learning cSsaMed groi^; neverttreless, for all scales Uit cne, these 
differences v\«re not statistically ^grrificant. Also, tiie learning disabled sUidente did 
not af^ear to t^ less self-altical (i.e. to provide less valid scores) tiian their pee .3. 

Oonclusiorts and Discussion 

The learning dlsaiiried college stiKlents who partidpated in tiiis study manifested 
self c»nc^pts that, cmi all nine TSCS measures, aj^ared to t^ at least as positive as 
those of their rK»i-<Ssabled peers. Althoi^ tiie grotps scored qtite sbnilarly on the 
meamires €rf self cc»k:«^, both groi^' mean sa)res fell l^low the mean s«>res of the 
test norm group on overall self comsept and mosi otirer scales. Nevertheless, It can be 
condiKied tfiat tiie U.W.-Stout LD stiKtents who partidpat^ in tills study did not. In 



ERIC 



10 

7 



general, e^^Nt ^ patMogicaHy poor $^ cotk^ tot has often been attributed to 

A cl fsKJk^s may e)^ain why learrtr^ (£saU^ students at U.W.-Stout 

doseiy resmt^e frieir non-learning disat^ dassnates <^ tNs measiRB self 
c«TC^. One factor may b& file urtque nature of the U.W.-Stout stiaJer^ pc^atlon. 
Becai^ the lr^Ujti<^ wr^shasizes pracScal, prevoorti^mal f^-^jaration rather than 
liberal arts tralftif^. students show a wider range of acac^nic atNNty ttmn woukl be 
ftnmd at many liberal arts cdl^es. Relate to the urtic^r^ss of the sti^nt 
txxiy Is the S)dslence of an eff^^e and wklely s^^K^e s^vices rietwork the 
partldpa^ most learning cBsat^^ stiKtents in these services may fitfther exr^ain 
their am^mrattvelyWgtier self cx»^5^. Am^ter exj^anation for ttie lad< of Intergroup 
cfifferences may be the pc^fc^Uty that LD college stidents are fi^Klamentally <fifferent 
from ttte learning who cto not attend cc^iege. A positive setf co^K^^t may be 

the ess^al forc» in cMving ttiese ^udents to, and eventually tvcH^h. ccdiege. 
Finally, it may be tiiat the lean^tg cSsaUed are rx^, after all. as cfifferent from the 
non-<fisabled as prc^bssi«Tals generally believe. Indeed, assiJTH»«ons about the poor 
acQustment <rf tne learning disabled have not been unifomnly si^i^rted when put to 
the enr^rteal test ^Qarke. 1981; Gorsudi. 1985; WUIiams et al.. 1985). 

AlUiough the intent of tfiis sfeKly was to provide Information about particular 
com^ms of LD college stiKJents in «ie area of self amc^, frt© remits raise a number 
of questk»YS and pdr* to tfw ne^ for furrier researdi. A tjroader base of de^pfive 
data on the cotBtseling amcems of LD college stdents should guide frse efforts of 
college level cHlr^ans. who have had to rely <^ extrapdatiOTs of informati<»i drawn 
from researdi on other LD sliKient groips. Perhaps basic assiflfnptlons about 
pers<»iality diaracteristtcs of the learning disabled are of limited validity when applied 
to learning disabled college students. 
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